A ccording to a recent Gallop poll, drug and alcohol abuse has become the issue of greatest concern to many Americans. The influence of other persons, individually and in groups, is frequently used to describe the decision to use illicit drugs and alcohol, especially among adolescents and young adults (e.g., Halebsky 1987; Marcos, Bahr, and Johnson 1986; Winfree 1985) . President George Bush, in his "National Strategy on Drug Abuse," a nationally televised address on September 5, 1989, blamed peer pressure for much of the nation's drug problem and argued that peer pressure could also affect a reduction in drug abuse. Unfortunately, little research regarding the consumption of either traditional products and services or illicit drugs and alcohol has been directed toward understanding the mediating processes through which pressures to conform are ultimately manifested in conforming behaviors.
Interpersonal influence from a cognitive perspective stems not so much from a passive submission to group norms but often from complex attributional and perceptual processes that the individual being influenced engages in to understand the causes of the behaviors and opinions of the influencing agents or referents (see Folkes 1988; Mizerski, Golden, and Kernan 1979). In the consumer-behavior literature, Calder and Burnkrant (1977) first proposed an attributional model of consumer interpersonal influences. This model, while never tested in its entirety, proposes that conformity in the purchase of products and services is mediated by the consumer's attributions regarding the likely reactions of referent others to his/her product choices. Similarly, conformity to peers is often considered to be one of the hallmarks of adolescent and young adult behavior (Brown, Clasen, and Eicher 1986). However, it is somewhat surprising that little effort has been made to ascertain the nature of adolescents' cognitive responses to peer pressures. We believe that a cognitive perspective, focusing primarily on encouraging young people to seek explanations (or certain types of explanations) for a peer group's illicit behavior, offers considerable promise as a means of reducing conformity in the consumption of drugs and alcohol (see Ross, Bierbrauer, and Hoffman 1976) .
Therefore, we investigated cognitive responses to conformity pressure in the domain of drug and alcohol abuse among young people, particularly the attribu-tional nature of their thinking and the implications of attributional thinking for conformity. As background to a discussion of the role of attributional processing in conformity, we present a brief review of the literature concerning conformity and substance abuse.
CONFORMITY AND SUBSTANCE ABUSE
It appears that the individual's need for affiliation with his or her peers is manifested by conformity to group norms and that the group itself is strengthened when members exert conformity pressures on one another (Brown et al. 1986 ). While the strong influence of peers on drug and alcohol use has been documented, little is known about the thought processes that precede decisions to conform to group pressures. Most research has been restricted to the study of peers' drug and alcohol use based on its role either as a behavior model or as a source of substance availability (Stein, Newcomb, and Bentler 1987) . Again, research regarding the cognitive antecedents and thought processes that individuals engage in when confronted with a conformity decision seems warranted.
The literature dealing with drug abuse among both adolescents and adults is extensive. And, a number of studies have examined various aspects of the relationships among peer-related factors, conformity to peer pressures, and illicit drug and alcohol consumption. Consequently, a complete review is impossible here. Further, peer influences represent only one of many types of influences affecting drug and alcohol consumption among young people (e.g., family, personality, socioeconomic status). However, some recent results are suggestive of our basic premise that attributions and other thoughts made prior to conformity or dissent decisions are important and worthy of direct investigation. For example, Wolfe, Lennox, and Cutler (1986) demonstrated that self-reported drug use was positively correlated with the individual's concern for appropriateness-a measure of self-presentation style associated with social anxiety, avoiding disapproval, and conformity. Clearly, social anxiety and disapproval fears involve attributional thoughts about the potential reactions of others. Likewise, the potential young user of drugs typically has peers who are drug users, and the formation of friendship circles with such individuals appears to be a strong causal influence in drug abuse (e.g., Huba In the next section, consumer social influence processes in general and with respect to the illicit consumption of drugs and alcohol are interpreted from an attributional perspective. The results of four studies designed to provide evidence regarding the nature of the cognitive responses underlying social influences are then presented. Last, study implications, limitations, and several suggestions for future research are discussed.
ATTRIBUTION PROCESSES IN CONFORMITY
Before beginning our discussion of the role attribution processes play in conformity, it is important to explicate our use of the term "attribution" and what we mean by attributional thoughts in the context of this research. Typically in consumer research, the term "attribution" is used synonymously with "causal attribution" (cf. Folkes 1984; Heider 1958) . In other words, attributions are considered to be answers to "why" questions, such as "Why did the product fail?" Our use of the term attribution is less narrow in the sense that we do not restrict attributional thinking to causal reasoning. In this research, attribution assumes its traditional meaning-the drawing of a conclusion from reasoning based on what is known or assumed. In this research, an attribution is any inferential belief that an individual draws from reasoning based on evidence or assumptions about himself or herself (i.e., self-attributions) or the behavior, thoughts, feelings, or dispositions of a peer group. Our use of the term attribution includes, but is not limited to, causal attribution. This usage is consistent with the attributional conformity model of Ross et al. (1976) 
Resolving the Attribution Dilemma
One process by which individuals resolve the conformity dilemma noted above is depicted in Figure 1 . In this framework, attribution processes are triggered by exposure to the judgments or behavior of an individual referent or group. The potential dissenter first searches for explanations for the difference between the group's judgment and his/her own. The success or fail-ure of these efforts to identify plausible explanations for the difference of opinion between the group and the individual determines, in part, the individual's decision to conform or to dissent. Explanations for the group's behavior may be either internal or external. In other words, a group of teenagers may be drinking beer because they feel pressure to drink from an older referent group present at a party (i.e., an external explanation for their behavior), or the teenagers could be drinking because they like getting "high" (i.e., an internal explanation for their behavior). Thus, external explanations for behavior are those that place the locus of causality for the observed behavior outside the actors (e.g., situational factors such as group pressure or coercion). Internal explanations for behavior are those that attribute the locus of causality to something inside the actors (e.g., dispositions, values, attitudes; Miller, Smith, and Uleman 198 1).
Attributing a group's behavior to external causes provides an important mechanism for reducing perceived conformity pressures, because such attributions may be used to explain the observed differences in behavior or judgment between the group and the potential dissenter (Ross et al. 1976 ). For example, consider the case of a 19-year-old whose best friends are old enough to buy alcoholic beverages (i.e., at least 21 years of age). She goes out to eat with this group of close friends, all of whom order a drink before dinner. If she attributes the behavior of her friends to the fact that they are of legal drinking age and therefore not subject to penalties in this situation, then her decision not to conform would be bolstered. Similarly, she knows that her friends will probably attribute her decision not to drink to her age and to the potential penalties for public underage drinking rather than to a desire to violate group norms. Therefore, because of the availability of external explanations for the group's behavior, her dissent carries little risk.
This type of attribution process is, perhaps, typical of many consumption settings involving pressures toward conformity. Note that in this process the potential dissenter's evaluation of the desirability of being old enough to drink as a reason for drinking is not considered. The ready availability of plausible external attributions accounting for other group members' behavior reduces the pressures toward conformity experienced by a potential dissenter within the group, regardless of the evaluation of the favorability of that explanation.
Unfortunately, explanations for a group's behavior often may not be readily available. If, for example, members of the group described above were less than 21 years of age, it would be more difficult for the potential dissenter to attribute the group members' decision to order drinks to external, situational causes. With no ready external explanation, the individual is left with the more speculative option of attributing the group's behavior to internal causes (e.g., differences in dispositions between the individual and the other group members). Thus, the potential dissenter may attribute the group's behavior to different values or weights assigned to the possible consequences of that behavior. For example, to make an internal attribution that would support dissent, the individual must assume that the other group members care less about being arrested for underage drinking or about parental disapproval or evaluate certain potential social rewards, such as group approval, more favorably than she does. However, to the extent that the individual believes that members of her group are likely to possess values similar to her own, her confidence in these internal attributions is likely to decline. Although she may still explain away the group's behavior by saying to herself, "They're just different," her dissent may be more tenuous and more susceptible to change under future conformity pressures than would be the case if external attributions were readily available.
In summary, Ross et al.'s (1976) model suggests that attributional processing is likely to occur in conformity settings and that, when at least one plausible explanation for the group's behavior is available, dissent is enhanced relative to a situation in which no plausible explanation for the group's behavior is found. That is, conformity should be most common and dissent most painful when neither external nor internal attributions are available to account for the group's behavior. These expectations are stated formally below. Further, dissent is bolstered most strongly by the availability of external explanations for a peer group's illicit behavior.
Hi: Consumers engage in spontaneous attribution processes when exposed to pressures toward conformity in the consumption of drugs and alcohol.
H2: Conformity is lower among individuals who are able to explain a salient group's behavior than it is among individuals who cannot account for the group's behavior.
H3: Conformity is lower among individuals who make external attributions to account for a referent group's behavior than it is for those who make internal attributions.
STUDIES 1 AND 2
The first two studies were designed to investigate the extent to which inferences about the behavior and opinions of others are made in conformity situations and about the likely reactions of others to the conformity or dissent of the target individual. This beginning phase of the research was intended to be exploratory and descriptive of cognitive responses to drug-and alcohol-consumption situations. In study 2, an attempt was also made to assess the degree of association between attributional processing and conformity. Method Seventy-two undergraduate university students and 81 high school students participated in studies 1 and 2, respectively. In study 1, the subjects were given one of two written descriptions, one involving the use of marijuana at a party and the other involving the consumption of alcohol by those who are underage. In study 2, high school students responded to the underage-drinking scenario (differences between the contexts are described below). In each scenario, the subjects encountered close friends already engaged in the illicit behavior. Subjects were asked to consider the situation carefully, to place themselves in the role of the student described in the scenario, and to imagine that they and their own friends were involved.'
The subjects were then given a questionnaire that required them to list any thoughts that they had regarding any aspect of the conformity situation. The instructions were purposely nondirective to avoid requiring the respondents to engage in any particular thought pattern. These methods are consistent with the recommendations and procedures of Weiner (1985) and Wong and Weiner (1981) concerning the use of freeelicitation attribution measures. After listing their thoughts, respondents in study 1 were asked to rank order these thoughts according to importance to the conformity decision. In study 2 only, intentions to drink beer were measured on an 11 -point scale anchored by "certainly would drink the beer" (1 1) and "there is no chance I would drink the beer" (1). This measure required subjects to place themselves in the situation described in the scenario before responding.
Results
The open-ended elicitation tasks resulted in 388 separate thoughts in study 1 and 264 thoughts in study 2. These data were coded by two judges who were familiar with the schema used to categorize the elicited thoughts but who were not knowledgeable about the objectives of this research. As shown in Exhibit 1, the thoughts were coded into one of nine categories. The coding scheme drew heavily from three sources: (1) traditional cognitive-response coding procedures (Wright 1975), (2) attributional theory emphasizing external and internal causes of behavior (Heider 1958) , and (3) Ross et al.'s (1976) description of conformity-related attributional processing. The categories included both support arguments and counterarguments in addition to a series of codes reflecting statements and questions regarding explanations about the group's behavior (e.g., internal and external attributions) and self-attributions. In total, four of the categories (i.e., categories 3-6) were considered to be attributional in content. Initially, the judges agreed on 84 percent of the thoughts coded in study 1. After discussion, another 10 percent of the thoughts were successfully categorized. Only 6.2 percent of the responses were finally deemed irrelevant or uncodable. These were more reflective of truly irrelevant observations or statements as opposed to cases that simply did not fit another category. The initial agreement rate 'Debriefing remarks revealed that only the beer-consumption scenario for the high school students (study 2) involved the presence of any questioning of the context or procedures. It is sad to report that several respondents (5-6) indicated in study 2 that the research could have been conducted using younger, middle-school students. An attempt was also made to influence the prevalence of attributional thoughts during respondents' exposure to the alcohol scenario in study 2 by instructing some respondents to think about the reasons for the group's behavior. These instructions had no effect on conformity or on the prevalence of attributional thinking and, therefore, responses were pooled for key analyses. was 75 percent in study 2, and only 3 percent of the thoughts were ultimately considered unclassifiable. The frequency distribution of the responses across the nine thought categories is presented in Table 1 In particular, more than two-thirds of the subjects reported concern for the implications of their own behavior (i.e., conformity or dissent) for the attributions and other reactions of their peers. The attributional content of thoughts reported differed little across the two samples. However, it is worth noting that considerably fewer counterarguments and more support arguments were reported in response to the beer scenario, a result that probably reflects the students' perception that alcohol consumption is more socially acceptable (even for high school students). Additional evidence concerning how important attributional processing is to dissent in such situations was provided in 2A reviewer questioned our interpretation of category 4 thoughts ("concern for the attributions of others") as attributional in nature, preferring instead to focus on causal attributions. Therefore, we ran the same analysis with the "concern" thoughts deleted from the attributional dummy variable. The conformity means differed, as before, in the expected direction (attributional thinking present: X = 5.13; attributional thinking absent: X = 6.98; p < .05). This result indicates that the presence of attributional thinking is inversely related to conformity, even when attributional thinking is restricted to causal reasoning. study 2, in which differences in conformity were found between those individuals who reported at least one attributional thought and those who did not.
Both studies 1 and 2 relied on role-playing scenarios that were developed through pretesting among college students. Although the use of such scenarios is appropriate given the sensitive nature of the research topic, any conclusions drawn from such studies must be made with caution. A reasonable question to ask is whether the scenarios captured the reality of peer pressures regarding drug and alcohol consumption among young people. Evidence regarding the nature of pressures to use drugs and alcohol in the lives of high school students and the nature of students' responses to those pressures is reported in study 3.
STUDY 3
Role-playing methods and private measures are limited in their ability to re-create the richness and poignancy of real settings in which young people are exposed to peer pressures. Although the ubiquitous nature of such situations in everyday life may have facilitated respondents' ability to assume the roles required of them, additional insights regarding the realism of the consumption scenarios was obtained through a series of depth interviews with young people. The purpose of study 3 was to provide a richer description of the conformity pressures actually faced by young people, to examine the prevalence of the cognitive responses and attributional processing described in this research, and to provide support for the realism of the role-playing scenarios.'
Method
We returned to the high school from which the student sample in study 2 was drawn after obtaining parental permissions from a group of 18 students who volunteered to be interviewed individually and anonymously. Two students were interviewed initially in a pretest of the depth-interview procedure, and their comments were used to improve the questions that were asked in the remaining interviews. An additional student was dropped because she had never been in a situation in which others were consuming drugs or alcohol. Of the remaining 15 students, all were third-and fourth-year high school students, and 11 were female. The semistructured interviews lasted 15-20 minutes and were conducted privately in a conference room at the high school.
Results
Six of the respondents indicated that they had been present when marijuana was being used, and all 15 had been exposed to illicit alcohol consumption. Each student was asked to describe a drug-or alcohol-consumption situation in as much detail as possible. Most of these situations involved unsupervised parties on weekend nights, often involving 30 or more young people of both sexes. It is not surprising that marijuana consumption tended to be more covert and to occur in smaller groups, often a subgroup at the party, than did consumption of alcohol. It is interesting that most respondents reported that conformity pressures tend to be self-generated rather than the result of overt attempts of influence on the part of other individuals, although such attempts do occur. In other words, pressure to conform is most often generated internally as individuals think about the likely reactions of others to their drug-or alcohol-consumption decision. Respondents were also asked what kinds of thoughts and feelings they experienced when exposed to alcohol or drugs at these parties. A total of eight students reported thoughts involving either attributions about the behavior of the group (i.e., category 3 in Exhibit 1) or feelings of social anxiety related to the group's evaluation of their be-
havior (i.e., category 4 in Exhibit 1).
This open-ended question was followed by a direct question concerning causal search. In response to this question, nine respondents indicated that they were curious in these situations as to the reasons for the drug or alcohol users' behavior. Eight respondents indicated that the most likely explanation for drug or alcohol consumption in these settings involved fitting in with the group. It is interesting that the tendency to consume drugs or alcohol to fit in with the group was seen as dependent on an individual's personality. In particular, low self-esteem and low self-confidence were seen as contributing to susceptibility to peer pressure. Respondents indicated that they usually avoided going along with the group by relying on religious beliefs or parental guidance.
At the end of the interview, respondents were asked to read the scenario used in this research and to respond to some specific questions. In particular, nine respondents said that they had been in a situation like the one described in the scenario. In fact, one female said that she had been in a situation nearly identical to the marijuana scenario that very morning. Further, on a scale ranging from "not at all realistic" (0) to "completely realistic" (10), respondents, on average, rated the realism of the scenario as 6.67 for marijuana and 7.47 for alcohol. Only three respondents rated the realism as 5 or below (ratings of 5, 5, and 3 for these respondents). These lower evaluations resulted from perceptions that members of the group would be unlikely to share expensive marijuana or that their friends would be unlikely to smoke marijuana. Finally, respondents were asked to estimate the percentage of students at their high school who had been in a situation similar to the one described in the scenario. These estimates 3Study 3 was actually conducted after study 4 but is presented first for clarity of exposition. averaged 52 percent for the marijuana scenario and 67 percent for the alcohol scenario.
From these depth interviews, we conclude that the scenarios used in this research are realistic and believable. This study also indicated the prevalence of peer pressures to conform in the consumption of drugs and alcohol among high school students. This observation is not surprising. However, it was interesting to note that our respondents felt that conformity pressures tended to be self-generated rather than overt, a perception that is consistent with Calder and Burnkrant's (1977) attributional conformity model. Still, it should be noted that these conclusions must be tempered by consideration of the nature of the students interviewed. The high school is in an upper-middle-class neighborhood. The students interviewed are all Caucasian and primarily female. Whether the conformity pressures experienced by young people of other races or socioeconomic statuses differ in nature or degree from those reported by our sample is not known.
STUDY 4
Study 4 was designed with two major objectives in mind-one conceptual in nature and the other related to measurement. First, Ross et al. ( 1976) have suggested that certain types of attributions (i.e., external explanations) may contribute more to dissent than others will. Thus, one objective of study 4 was to test this proposition, that is, that external explanations for the group's behavior are associated with stronger dissent than are internal explanations (Hypothesis 3). Second, the previous studies have provided some insight into the types of attributional thoughts that occur when young people are confronted with group pressures to use drugs and alcohol. However, other attribution research has suggested that measures of potential explanations for a group's substance abuse are more likely to be closely related to subsequent conformity or dissent if those measures are specific to the target behavior and stated in the words that would be used by the population under study (Elig and Frieze 1979) . Thus, more descriptive research that summarizes thoughts in the adolescents' own words may be of value to policymakers whose chief concern is to create programs capable of strengthening resistance to group pressures. Therefore, in addition to tests of abstract attributional issues (i.e., internal vs. external locus of causality), several more situation-specific attribution measures, which themselves could be characterized as internal or external in nature, were included in study 4.
Method
Eighty-eight high school juniors and seniors, 51 females and 37 males, participated in the study in a classroom setting. Once again, the respondents were asked to project themselves in the role of a young person offered marijuana by three friends at a party. The scenario was identical to that used in study 2, except for the substitution of marijuana for alcohol. The average student completed the entire procedure in about 25 minutes. Debriefing was accomplished immediately following the collection of the survey instruments. Attention to the task was high, and all 88 questionnaires were usable and remarkably complete.
Respondents read the scenario at their own pace and then began the questionnaire. Students indicated the extent of their intentions to smoke marijuana by marking a point on the same 11 -point scale used in the previously reported studies. Next, the internal versus external attribution dimension (locus) was assessed with a nine-point scale anchored by "completely internal" (1) The target explanations used to construct the situation-specific attribution measures were derived from studies 1 and 2 and from a pretest (n = 32) in which undergraduate students were asked to list plausible explanations for the group's behavior in the marijuana scenario used in study 1. The three most frequently mentioned internal and external explanations were then selected for use in study 4. The three external attributions were as follows: "Your friends are smoking marijuana because they are concerned with looking 'cool' to others"; "Your friends feel peer pressure from other friends to smoke marijuana"; and "Your friends are smoking marijuana because they are concerned about 'fitting in' with other friends." The three internal explanations were: "Your friends are smoking marijuana because they don't care about damaging their health"; "Your friends are smoking marijuana because they don't care about getting in trouble with the law"; and "Your friends are smoking marijuana because they like to get 'high.' "
The strength of each of these specific attribution measures was assessed with nine-point scales anchored by extremely unlikely (1) and extremely likely (9). That is, respondents were asked to report the likelihood that the group's behavior resulted from each of the six specific causes: (1) peer pressure, (2) looking cool to impress others, (3) fitting in with friends, (4) not caring about damaging their health, (5) the desire to get high, and (6) not caring about getting in trouble with the law. Respondents were also asked to report the likely effect of each of these explanations on their conformity decision. For example, respondents were asked, "If the people in the group are smoking marijuana in order to look cool to impress their friends, would this make you NOTE.-Four types of scales were used and labeled as follows: conformity, no chance (1) to definitely (1 1); locus, completely internal (1) to completely external (9); situation-specific attributions, extremely unlikely (1) to extremely likely (9); and attribution effects, less likely (1) to more likely (9). more likely or less likely to smoke marijuana yourself?" Similar likelihood estimates were obtained for each explanation on a nine-point scale anchored by "less likely" (1) and "more likely" (9).
Mean Differences and Correlation Test Results
The means and standard deviations for each scaled measure are reported in Table 2 . Mean intentions to smoke marijuana were lower (X = 3.19, SD = 3.08) than they were for the alcohol scenario (i.e., study 2), as would be expected. The mean for the key locus measure was 5.15, almost exactly at the scale midpoint. Interestingly, getting high was seen as the most likely specific reason for the group's behavior (X = 7.60), followed by the external explanations of fitting in (X = 6.84) and being cool (X = 6.21). None of the specific attributions were seen, on average, as being very likely to increase conformity. However, the effect of getting high (X = 3.86) on intentions was viewed as somewhat stronger than the effects of the other explanations.
Pearson correlation coefficients were computed to assess the degree of association between the attribution measures and intentions to smoke marijuana. These correlations are reported in Table 2 . Intentions were inversely related to the tendency to attribute the group's behavior to external factors (r = -.31, p < .01). That is, the more external the respondents viewed the cause of the group's behavior to be, the lower were their reported intentions to join the group in smoking marijuana. This relationship was examined further by using respondents' locus scores to form a blocking factor. Respondents who scored below the mean were assigned to the internal locus group (n = 3 1), while those scoring above the mean were assigned to the external locus group (n = 36). Analysis of variance was then used to test for differences in mean intentions scores between these groups. The result supported the correlational analysis in that those making internal attributions reported stronger intentions to smoke marijuana (X =_4.58) than did those who made external attributions (X = 2.56, F(1,65) = 7.20, p < .01).
Specific Attribution Results
The data from the situation-specific attribution measures reveal some very interesting patterns of association with intentions to smoke marijuana that are consistent with the locus-measure results described above. First, the strength of each attribution is significantly related to intentions, with the exception of getting in trouble with the law. Second, the external explanations of peer pressure, fitting in, and being cool are all negatively related to intentions. In other words, respondents who perceived external attributions to be more likely tended to report weaker intentions to smoke marijuana. Third, the explanations related to the internal reasons of not caring about one's health and especially of getting high were positively associated with intentions to smoke.4 4As a check of our interpretation of the specific attribution measures as either internal or external in nature, we computed the correlations between the locus measure and each specific attribution measure. As expected, peer pressure, being cool, and fitting in were all significantly (p < .05) and positively associated with locus scores (r = .27, .21, These results support the notion that attributions carry different implications for conformity and dissent. The relationships of being cool, peer pressure, and getting high (r = -.42, -.39, and .33, respectively) to intentions were similar in magnitude but varied in direction. That is, the two external attributions were negatively associated with intentions while the internal attribution was positively associated with intentions.
One explanation for this pattern of results is that the respondents considered getting high a more likely reason for the group's behavior (and perhaps more desirable) than either of the two external reasons. Because we also asked respondents to report the likely effect of each of these attributions on their propensity to comply, evidence regarding this explanation was available in the data. In Table 2 , note that, on average, respondents thought that the effect of all six attributions would be to reduce compliance. However, in the case of getting high, this tendency was somewhat less pronounced (i.e., the mean was higher). The standard deviation for the measure of the effect of getting high was much higher as well, indicating that there was a much wider range of opinion regarding the viability of getting high as a reason for smoking the marijuana.
Discussion and Limitations
Although the attributions that we used in study 4 were carefully chosen after examining the importance and frequency of explanations identified in pretests and the exploratory studies, it is still possible that the external explanations we chose to study happened to carry more negative implications for group attractiveness than did the personal explanations that were studied. Our data do not permit a direct examination of this issue. Thus, our conclusions regarding the relationship between the locus of causality of attributions and conformity are limited to the six explanations that were studied. We can only speculate regarding the relationship, if any, between other attributions and conformity.
Also, no direct test of mediation is possible with our data. Nevertheless, partial correlations were computed in which the association between attribution strength and intentions to smoke marijuana was reassessed after accounting for the variance shared with group attractiveness. If group attractiveness is the sole mediator of the effects of attributions on conformity, then the partial correlations between each of the six attributions and intentions should be reduced to nonsignificance. The results of these analyses indicated some attenuation of the attribution and intentions relationship when group attractiveness is controlled for. However, for peer pressure and being cool, the partial correlations remained significant (p < .01) and negative, while for health and getting high, the partial correlations remained significant and positive (p < .01 and p < .02, respectively). Thus, our data suggest that group attractiveness does not account entirely for the observed negative relationship between the external attributions and intentions to smoke marijuana in this situation.
It should be stressed that our data are correlational and can be used to suggest, but not confirm, a causal role for attributions in conformity. Finally, similar to studies 1 and 2, this study made use of role-playing methods and private measures because of the sensitive nature of drug and alcohol consumption among high school students. One cannot assume with confidence that the results obtained are generalizable to other populations or other conformity situations.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
Perhaps the most noteworthy implication of this research concerns the association of attributional processing with resistance to group pressure. In general, conformity to group pressure was found to be reduced in the presence of attributional thinking concerning the group's behavior or reactions, as suggested by the work of Ross et al. (1976) . This relationship was relatively robust. That is, it was obtained for both high school and college students and held whether the attributional information was provided by the experimenters (study 4) or generated by the subjects themselves (study 2). Thus, our data suggest that attributions about a peer group's deviant behavior may play an important role in the decision-making process of a potential dissenter. Still, as we discuss below, caution is advisable in the interpretation of our results.
In the following discussion, we focus on three major issues.5 First, although our results are generally consistent with expectations, the process underlying the conformity-inhibiting effects of attributional processing warrants further examination. Second, our data support the notion that the presence of attributional thinking is advantageous when young people are faced with conformity pressures. However, we are unable to address more subtle questions concerning numbers and types of attributions. Third, it is worth noting that current anti-substance abuse programs such as "Just Say No!" stress assertiveness but do not emphasize the types of causal reasoning examined in this research. However, it would be imprudent to recommend changes on the basis of these data alone. The reasons for our caution are addressed below. Finally, we discuss the limitations and .24, respectively), a result that supports our expectation that these are primarily external attributions. The remaining correlations with locus were weaker (not concerned about health: r = -.01, NS; getting high: r = -.16, p < .10; and trouble with the law: r = -.17, p < .10) but still supportive of our interpretation that these attributions are internal, at least for getting high and getting in trouble with the law. 5We are indebted to anonymous reviewers for many of the insights discussed in this section. of our research in some detail and make suggestions for future research.
Why Does Attributional Thinking Reduce Conformity?
The explanation suggested by Ross et al. (1976) is that the availability of attributions to account for the group's behavior, in effect, provides excuses for the potential dissenter's refusal to go along. The dissenter need not conform because the group is subject to different situational contingencies (an external attribution) or the group values the consequences of its behavior differently than the dissenter does (an internal attribution). Dissent is further bolstered if the individual believes that the group also clearly perceives these differences and, therefore, could explain the individual's dissent satisfactorily. An alternative explanation for the inverse relationship observed between conformity and attributional thinking observed in this research relies on more of an informational social influence process. Internal attributions (e.g., liking to get high) may be considered "better" reasons for smoking marijuana or drinking alcohol than external attributions (e.g., pressure from others) and, thus, may be more likely to be internalized.
Further, attributions may affect conformity through an identification process. That is, attributions may carry quite different implications for the attractiveness of the peer group. As noted above, explanations that indicate that the group's behavior is based on members' personal conviction (e.g., they like getting high) may be viewed more favorably (or relatively less negatively) than those that suggest that the group is acting to please others (e.g., acting in response to peer pressure). Further, programs such as "Just Say No!" that portray conformity very negatively may have reduced the favorability of social facilitation reasons for deviant behavior in general, relative to personal reasons. Therefore, attributions may affect conformity through their implications for group attractiveness. Those explanations that are viewed unfavorably may reduce the attractiveness of the group and suppress conformity as well, relative to more favorable explanations that enhance group attractiveness.
Effects of Multiple Attributions on Conformity
We have argued that dissent is bolstered when plausible explanations for the group's deviant behavior become available (even just one). Thus, those making an attribution for the group's behavior were expected to conform less than those not making such an attribution. The data from study 2 supported this expectation. However, it is possible that being able to explain the group's behavior in more than one way is an advantage. That is, multiple explanations may provide additional support for dissent beyond that offered by a single explanation. This effect could result from several underlying processes. For example, having a set of plausible explanations may increase the likelihood that the group will understand the reasons behind the dissent and, therefore, withhold punishment or disapproval. Also, additional explanations may bolster dissent by reinforcing perceived differences between the contingencies facing the group and those facing the dissenter.
Caution regarding Intervention Strategies
This research has demonstrated that attributional processing is associated with reduced conformity in roleplaying conformity settings. However, it is also clear that more than one psychological mechanism may underlie the effects observed. It would be imprudent to advocate the development and implementation of intervention programs designed to encourage attributional processing until a better understanding of the implications for conformity of different types of attributions is obtained. Our data support the superiority of certain types of external explanations as a means to bolster dissent. However, does this advantage disappear if an external attribution is made that also happens to carry favorable implications for the attractiveness of the group? Likewise, it would seem desirable to encourage young people to make attributions for the group's substance abuse that are damaging to the attractiveness of the group. But, if some of these groupdisparaging attributions are internal in nature (e.g., the group does not care about health damage), would their effectiveness be diminished? In short, the results obtained in this research regarding the importance of attributional processing as a means of reducing conformity are interesting from both theoretical and substantive perspectives. However, much work remains to be done before intervention programs can be confidently prescribed.
Future Research
The current research raises some intriguing questions regarding the effects of providing subjects with information regarding peer groups' behavior, especially information pertaining to external reasons for that behavior. If, as suggested by our research, internal and external explanations for deviant behavior carry different implications for conformity, would it be wise to encourage attributional reasoning on the part of pressure-susceptible populations of young people? Clearly, additional research is needed if we are, first, to understand these effects more fully and, second, to prescribe intervention strategies with some degree of confidence. One approach to meeting the first objective would be to manipulate the propensity to engage in attributional processing directly in some way. Hastie's (1984) model of attributional instigators would be a useful starting point. For example, instructions to conduct attributional reasoning could be given to one group but not to another, with the expectation that the attribution group would report lower conformity intentions than the control group would. The problem with this approach is that, even in the absence of directed attributional processing, our research has shown that attributional processing occurs with considerable frequency. Thus, it may be necessary to find means by which to inhibit attributional thinking in one condition while requiring it in another.
Another approach to the problem would be to manipulate the nature of subjects' attributional thinking. For example, groups of subjects could be given instructions regarding either external or internal reasons for the consumption of illicit substances. Subjects would then be asked to search for external (internal) reasons for the group's behavior after reading the scenario. A control group would receive no training or instruction. If attributional thinking in general bolsters dissent, then both experimental groups would be expected to report lower conformity intentions than the control group would. Further, if external attributions contribute most powerfully to dissent, then the lowest conformity intentions should be observed in the condition in which subjects are instructed to think about external reasons for the group's behavior. Also, if group attractiveness were measured, a test of causal mediation would be possible with this experimental design.
CONCLUSION
In summary, this research has provided evidence-in support of the following propositions regarding the role of attributions and attributional processing in resisting group pressures to use illicit drugs and alcohol. First, young people engage in causal reasoning when exposed to drug-and alcohol-related peer pressures (studies 1-3). Second, the presence of attributional thinking is associated with a reduction in conformity (study 2). Third, external attributions for a peer group's behavior are associated with stronger dissent than are internal attributions, regardless of whether the attributions are measured at the abstract or situation-specific level (study 4).
Our research supports the presence of attributional processing in response to peer pressure to use drugs and alcohol and suggests that attributional processing may be a mechanism for reducing conformity. From an intervention perspective, it is important to be able to say with confidence that certain types of attributions should be encouraged while others should be avoided. Clearly, there remains much work to be done in this area before such a confident assessment can be made. The payoffs, in terms of enhancing our understanding of conformity processes and the development of effective measures to reduce conformity-related consumption of drugs and alcohol, are potentially very valuable. We are committed to doing this work, and we hope that our research will encourage others to contribute as well. Although the present research represents a modest start toward the development of the desired level of understanding, at least a start has been made.
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